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Transcript of President 




travel by Dr. Kissinger mat 
will have to be delayed in 
the event that the Senate 
hearings are delayed. Dr. 
Kissinger’s qualifications 
for this post I think are well 
known by all of you ladies 
and gentlemen, as well as 
those looking to us, and lis- 
tening to us on television 
and radio. He will retain the 
position after he becomes 
Secretary of State of assist- 
ant to the President for na- 





F allowing is an unofficial 
transcript of President Nix- 
on’s press conference yes- 
terday in San Clemente, 
Calif., as transcribed by The 
Washington Post from a 
tape recording: 

The President: I have an 
announcement before going 
to your questions. It is with 
a deep sense of not only of- 
ficial regret but personal re- 
gret that I announce the res- 
ignation of Secretary of 
State William Rogers, effec- 
tive September the 3d. A let- 
ter which will be released to 
the press after this confer- 
ence will indicate my ap- 
praisal of his work as Secre- 
tary of State. 

I will simply say at this 
time that he wanted to leave 
at the conclusion of the first 
four years. He agreed to 
stay on because we had 
some enormously important 
problems coming up includ- 
ing the negotiations which 
resulted in the end of the 
war in Vietnam, the Soviet 
summit, the European secu- 
rity conference, as well as in 
other areas, Latin America 
and in Asia where the Sec- 
retary of State, as you know, 
has been quite busy over 
these past eight months. As 
he returns to private life, 
we will not only miss him in 
terms of his official service, 
but I shall particularly miss 
him because of his having 
been through tre years a 
very close, personal friend 
and adviser. However, I 
hope still to have the bene- 
fit of, and I know that I will. 

As his successor I shall 
nominate and send to the 
Senate for confirmation the 
name of Dr. Henry Kis- 
singer. Dr. Kissinger will be- \ 
come Secretary of State, as- 
sume the duties of the of- 
fice, after he is confirmed 
by the Senate. I trust the 
Senate will move expedi- 
tiously on the confirmation 
hearings because there are a 
number of matters of great 
importance that are coming 
up. 

There are, for example, 
some- matters that might 
even ’.involve some foreign 



tional security affair?. 

In other , words, he will 
have somewhat a parallel 
relationship to the White 
House which George Shultz 
has. George Shultz as you 
know is Secretary of the 
Treasury but is also an as- 
sistant to the President in 
the field of economic af- 
fairs. The purpose of this ar- 
rangement is to have a 
closer coordination between 
the White House and the de- 
partments. And in this case 
between the White House, 
the national security affairs, 
the NSC and the State De- 
partment which carries a 
major load in this area. And 
also another purpose is to 
get the work out in the de- 
partments where it belongs. 
And I . believe that this 
change in this respect with 
Dr. Kissinger moving in as 
Secretary of State and still 
retaining the position as as- 
sistant to the President for 
national security affairs will 
serve the interest not only 
of coordination but also the 
interests of an effective for- 
eign policy. 

I will simply say finally 
with regard to Secretary 
Rogers that he can look 
back on what I think, and I 
suppose it is a self-serving 
statement, but I will say it 
about him rather than my- 
self at the moment, one of 
the most successful eras of 
foreign policy in any admin- 



istration in history. An era 
in which we ended a war, 
the longest war in America’s 
history; an era in addition — 
in which we began to build 
a structure of peace particu- 
larly involving the two great 
powers, the Peoples Repub- 
lic of China and the Soviet 
Union, where before there 
had been nothing but ugly 
and at some times very, 
very difficult confronta- 
tions. 

We still have a! long way 
to go. There are trouble 
spots in the area of the Mid- 
east, others, Southeast Asia, 
which we could go into in 
detail. But as Secretary Rog- 
ers looks back on his years, 
retary of State, he can be 
4% years of service as Sec 
retary of State, he can be 
very proud that he was one 
of the major architects of 
what I think was a very suc- 
cessful foreign policy. And 
now we’ll go to the ques- 
tions. I think AP, Miss Lew- 
ine has the first question. 

White House Tapes 

Q. You have said that dis- 
closure of the tapes could 
jeopardize and cripple the 
functions of the presidency. 
Two questions. If disclosure 
carries such a risk, why did 
you make the tapes in the- 
first place? And what is 
your reaction to surveys 
that show three out of four 




Americans believe you were 
wrong in making the tapes? 

A. Well, with regard to 
the questions as to why 
Americans feel we were 
wrong to make the tapes, 
that is not particularly sur- 
prising. I think tthat most 
Americans do not like the 
idea of the taping of conver 
sations, and frankly it is not 
something that particularly 
appeals to me. As a matter 
of fact, that is why when I 
arrived in the White House 
and saw this rather complex 
situation set up- where there 
was a taping capacity not 
only in the President’s of- 
fice, the room outside of his 
office, but also in the Cabi- 
net room and at Camp 
David and in other areas, 
that I had the entire system 
dismantled. 

It was put into place 
again in June of 1970 be- 
cause my advisors felt it was 
important in terms particu- 
larly of national security af- 
fairs to havea record for fu- 
ture years that would be an 
accurate one. But a record 
which would only be dis- 
closed at the discretion of 
the President, or according 
to directives that he would 
set forth. As you know, of 
course, this kind of capabil- 
ity not only existed during 
the Johnson administration, 
it also existed during the 
Kennedy administration. 
And I can see why both 
President Johnson and Pres- 
ident Kennedy did have the 
capability because, not be- 
cause they wanted to in- 
fringe upon the privacy of 
anybody, but because they 
felt that they had some obli- 
gation, particularly in the 
field of foreign policy and 
some domestic areas, to 
have a record that would be 
accurate. 

As far as I am concerned, 
we now do not have that ca- 
pability, and I am just as 
happy that we don’t. As a 
matter of fact, I have a prac- 
tice, whenever I’m not too 
tired at night, of dictating 
my own recollections of the 
day. I think that that per- 
haps will be the more accu- 
rate record of history in the 
end. I think we’ll go to the 
UP ,now, and then we’ll 
come to the television. 

Gray Phone Call , i, 

Q. Mr. President, on Jtily 
6, 1972, you were warned by 
Patrick Gray that you were 
being “mortally wounded” 



by some of your top aides. 
Can you explain why you 
didn’t, ask Who ithey were, 
why, what was going on? 

A. Well, in the telephone 
conversation that you refer 
to that of bourse has been 
quite widely reported in the 
.press as well as on televi- 
sion, Mr. Gray said that he 
was concerned that as far as 
the investigation that he 
had responsibility for, that 
some of my top aides were 
not cooperating. 

Whether the term used 
was “mortally wounding” or 
not, I don’t know. Some be- 
lieve that it was, some be- 
lieve that it wasn’t. That’s 
irrelevant. He could have 
said that. The main point 
was, however, I asked him 
whether or not he had dis- 
cussed this matter with Gen- 
eral Walters because I knew 
that there had been meet- 
ings between General Wal- 
ters, representing the CIA, 
to be sure that the CIA did 
not become involved in the 
investigation, and between 
the director of the FBI. He 
said that he had. He told me 
that .General Walters agreed 
that the investigation should 
be pursued. And I told him 
to go forward with a full 
press, on the investigation, 
to which he has so testified. - 
It seemed to me that with 
that kind of directive to Mr. 
Gray that that was adequate 
for the purpose of carrying 
out the responsibilities. As 
far as the individuals were ' 
concerned I assume that the 
individuals that he was ref- 
erring to involved this oper- 
ation with the CIA. That’s 
why I asked him the Wal- : 
ters question. 

When he cleared that up 
he went forward with the in- 
vestigation and he must 
have thought that it was a 
very good investigation, be- 
cause when I sent his name 
down to the Senate for con- 
firmation the next year I 
asked him about his investi- 
gation and he said he was 
very proud of it. He said it 
was the most thorough in- 
vestigation that had ever 
taken place since the assas- 
sination of President Ken- 
nedy, that he could defend 
it with enthusiasm and that 
under the circumstances 
therefore, he had carried 
out the directive that I had 
given him on July 6. So 
there was no question about 
Mr. Gray having direct or- 
ders from the President to 



carry out an investigation 
that was thorough. Mr. Jar- 
rell. 



Q. Attorney General Pet- 
ersen has testified that on 
April 15th of this year he 
met with you and warned 
you at that time that there 
might be enough evidence 
to warrant indictments 
against three of your top 
aides, Messrs. Ehrlichman 
Haldeman and Dean. You 
accepted their resignations 



on April 30th, calling Mr. 
Haldeman and Mr. Ehrlich- 
man two of the finest public 
servants you had known; af- 
ter that, you permitted Mr. 
Haldeman, after he had left 
the White House, to hear 
confidential tapes of conver- 
sations you had had in your 
office with Mr. Dean. My 
question is, why did you per- 
mit a man who you knew 
might be indicted to hear 
those tapes which you now 
will not permit the Ameri- 
can public or the federal 
prosecutors handling the 
case to listen to? 

A. The only tape that has 
been referred that Mr. 
Haldeman' has listened to, 
he’d listened to at my re- 
quest. And he listened to 
that tape, that was the one 
on September the 15th, Mr, . 
Jarrell, because he had been 
present and was there. I 
asked him to listen to it in 
order to be sure that as far 
as any allegations that had 
been made by Mr. Dean 
with regard to that conver- 
sation, I wanted to be sure 
that we were absolutely cor- 
rect in our response. That’s 
all he listened to. He did not 
listen to any tapes in which 
only Mr. Dean and I partici- 
pated. He listened only to 
the tape on September loth, 
this is after he left office, in 
which he had participated in 
the conversation through- 
out. , 

Some Group Listen 

Q. Mr. President one of 
the lingering doubts about 
the . . . about your denial of 
any involvement, is concern- 
ing your failure to make the 
tapes available — give it to 
the Senate committee or to 
the special prosecutor. 
You’re made it perfectly 
clear you don’t intend to re- 
lease those tapes. 

A: Perfectly clear? 

Q: Perfectly clear. But is 
there any way that you 
could have some group lis- 




ten to tapes and give 'a re- , 
port so that that might sat- 
isfy the public mind? 

A.: I don’t believe, first, it 
would satisfy the public 
mind, and it shouldn’t. The 
second point is that, as Mr. 
Wright, who argued the 
case, I understand, very well 
before Judge Sirica this 
morning, has indicated, to 
have the tapes listened to — 
he indicated this also in his 
brief — either by a prosecu- 
tor or by a judge or in cam- 
era or in any way, would vi- 
olate the principle of confi- 
dentiality. And I believe he 
is correct. That is why we 
are standing firm on' the 
proposition that we will not 
agree to the Senate commit- 
tee’s desire to have, for ex- 
ample, its chief investigator 
listen to the tapes, or the 
special prosecutor’s desire 
to hear the tapes; and also 
why we will oppose, as Mr., 
Wright did in his argument 
this morning, any compro- 
mise of the principle of con- 
fidentiality. 

Let me explain very care- 
fully that the principle of 
confidentiality either exists 
’ or it doesn’t exist, and once 
it is compromised, once it is 
known that a conversation 
that is held with the Presi- 
dent can be subject to a sub- 
poena ‘by a Senate commit- 
tee, by a grand jury, by a 
prosecutor, and be listened 
to by anyone, the principle 
of confidentiality is thereby 
irreparably damaged. 

Incidentally, let me say 
that now the tapes are no 
longer being made, I sup- 
pose it could be argued that, 
what difference does it 
make now, now that these 
tapes are also in the past. 
What is involved here Is not 
only the tapes; what is in- 
volved, as you ladies and 
gentlemen well know, is the 
request on the part of the 
Senate committee, and the 
special prosecutor as well, 
that we turn over presiden- 
tial papers — in other 
words, the records of con- 
versations with the Presi- 
dent made by his associates. 

Those papers, and the 
tapes as well, .cannot be 
turned over without breach- 
ing the principle of confi- 
dentiality. It was President 
Truman that ' made that ar- 
gument very effectively in 
his letter to a Senate com- 
mittee, or his response to a 
congressional committee — 
a House committee, it was 
— in 1953 when they asked. 



him to turn over his papers. 
So whether it is a paper or 
whether it is a tape — what 
we have to bear in mind is 
that for a President to con- 
duct the affairs of this of- 
fice and conduct them effec- 
tively, he must be able to do 
so with the principle of con- 
fidentiality intact. 

Otherwise, the individuals 
who come to talk to him — 
whether it’s his advisers or 
whether it’s a visitor in the 
domestic field, or whether 
. it’s someone in a foreign 
field — will always be 
speaking in a unified way 
* rather than laying it on the 
line, as it has to be laid on 
the line if you’re going to 
have the creative kind of 
discussion that we have of- 
ten had and that has been 
responsible for some of our 
successes in the foreign pol- 
icy period, particularly in 
the past few years. 

Ordered Investigations .. .. . .. 

Q: Mr. President, could 
you tell us who you person- 
ally talked to in directing 



r 



•A . t 

that investigations be made 
both in June of ’72, shortly 
after the Watergate inci- 
dent, and last March 21 
when you got new evidence 
and ordered a more inten- 
- sive investigation? 

A: Certainly. In June I of ; 
course talked to Mr. Mae- j 
Gregor, first of all, who was 
the new chairman of the 
[Nixon reelection] commit- 
tee. He told me that he J 
would conduct a thorough 
investigation as far as his 
entire committee staff was 
concerned. Apparently that 
investigation was very effec- 
’ five except for Mr. Magru- 
der, who stayed on. But Mr. 
MacGregor does not have to 
assume responsibility for 
that. I say not responsibility : 
for it because basically what 
happened there was that he 
believed Mr. Magruder, and 
many others have believed 
him too. He proved, how- 
ever, to be wrong. In the 
White House the investiga- 
tion’s responsibility were 
given to Mr. Ehrlichman at 
the highest level, and in 
turn he delegated them to 
Mr. Dean, the White House 
counsel — something of 
which I was aware and of 
which I approved. 

Mr. Dean, as White House 
counsel, therefore, sat in on 
the FBI interrogations of 
the members of the White 
House staff because what I 
wanted to know was 
whether any member of the 
White House staff was in 
any way involved. If he was 
involved, he would be fired. 
And when we met on Sep- 
tember 15, and again 
throughout our discussions 
in the month of March, Mr. 
Dean insisted that there was 
not — and I use his words — 

“a Scintilla of evidence” in- 
dicating that anyone on the 
White House staff was in- 
volved in the planning of 
the Watergate break-in. 

Now in terms of after 




March 21, Mr. Dean first 
was given the responsibility 
to write his own report, but 
I did not rest it there. I also 
had a contact made with the 
Attorney General himself — 
Attorney General Klein- 
dienst — • told him — this 
was on the 27th of March — 
to report to me directly any- 
thing that he found in this 
particular area. And I gave 
a responsibility for Mr. Eh- 
rilehman on the 29th of 
March to continue the inves- 
tigation that Mr. Dean was 
unable to conclude, having 
spent a week at Camp David 
and unable to finish the re- 
port. 

Mr. Ehrlichman ques- 
tioned a number of people 
in that period at my direc- 
tion, including Mr. Mitchell, 
and I should also point out 
that as far as my own activi- 
ties were concerned, I was 
not leaving it just to them. I 
met at great length with Mr. 
Ehrlichman, Mr. Haldeman, 
Mr. Dean and Mr. Mitchell 
on the 22d. I discussed the 
whole matter with them. I - 
kept pressing for the view 
that I had had throughout 
— that we must get this 
story out — get, the truth 
out, whatever and whoever 
it’s going to hurt. 

And it was there that Mr 
Mitchell suggested that all 
the individuals involved in 
the White. House appear in 
an executive session before 
the Ervin committee. We 
never got that far, but at 
least that was — that’s an 
indication of the extent of 
my own investigations. I 
think we’ll go to Mr. Lisagor 
now. 

Mitchell Veracity 

Q: Mr. President, you 
have said repeatedly that 
you tried to get all the facts, 
and just now you mentioned 
the March 22 meeting. Yet 
former Attorney General 
John Mitchell said that if 
you had ever asked him, at 



any time, about the Water- 
gate matter he would have 
told you the whole story, 
chapter and verse. Was Mr. 
Mitchell not speaking the 
truth when he said that be- 
fore the committee? 

A: Mr. Lisagor, I’m not 
going to question Mr. Mitch- 
ell’s veracity and I will 
only say that throughout I 
had confidence in Mr. Mitch- 
ell. Mr. Mitchell, in a tele- 
phone call that I had with 
him immediately after it oc- 
curred, expressed great cha- 
grin that he had not run a 
tight enough shop and that 
some of the boys, as he' 
called them, got involved in 
this kind of activity which he 
knew to be very, very em- 
barrassing to — apart from 
its illegality — to the cam- 
paign. Throughout I would 
have expected Mr. Mitchell 
to tell me in the event that 
he was involved or that any- 
body else was. He did not 
tell me. I don’t blame him 
for not telling me. He has 
given (his reasons for not 
telling me. I regret that he 
did not, because he’s exactly 
right: had he told me I 
would have blown my stack, 
just as I did at Ziegler the 
other day. 

We’ll get you next, Mr. 
Rather. 

Q. I wonder, sir, how 
much personal blame, to 
what degree of personal 
blame do you accept for the 
climate at the White House 
and at the re-election com- 
mittee for the abuses of 
Watergate? 

A. I accept it all. 

Q. Mr. President, I want 
to state this question, with, 
due respect for your office, 
but also as directly as . . . 

A. That would be unusual. 

Q. I’d like to think not. It 
concerns . . . 

A. Only . . . you’re always 
respectful, Mr. Bather, 

Q. It concerns the events 
surrounding Mr. Ehrlich- 



man’s contact and on one oc- 
casion your own contact 
with the judge in the Penta- 
gon Papers case, Judge [W. 
Matt] Byrne. As I understand 
your own explanation of 
, events and putting together 
your statement with . Mr. 
Ehrlichman’s testimony and 
what Judge Byrne has said, 
what happened here is 
sometime late in March . . ; 
on March 17, I believe you 
said, you first found out 
about the break-in at the 
psychiatrist’s office of Mr. 
Ellsberg that you asked to 
have that looked into and 
that you later, I think in 
late April, instructed Attor- 
ney General Kleindienst to 
inform the judge. 

Now, my question is this. 
That while the Pentagon Pa- 
pers trial was going on, Mr. 
Ehrlichman secretely. met 
once with the judge in that 
case, you secretly met an- 
other time with the judge" 

. and Mr. Ehrlichman. Now, 
you’re a lawyer, and given 
the state of the situation 
and what you knew, could 
give us some reason why the 
American people shouldn’t 
believe that that was at 
least a subtle attempt to 
bribe the judge in that case 
and to give at least the ap- 
pearance of lack of moral 
leadership? 

A. Well, I would say the 
only part of your statement 
that is perhaps accurate is 
that I’m a lawyer. Now, be- 
yond that, Mr. Rather, let 
-%e say that with regard to 
, the secret meeting we had 
with the judge, as he said, I 
met the judge briefly— after 
..all, I had appointed, him to 

the position — I met him for 
. perhaps one minute outside 
my door here in full view of 
all the White House staff 
and everybody else who 
manted tosee. I asked him 
how he liked his job. We did 
not discuss the case. And he 
went on for his meeting 
with Mr. Ehrlichman. 



Now, why did the meeting 
with Mr. Ehrlichman take 
place? Because we had de- 
termined that Mr. Gray 
could not be confirmed, as 
you’ll recall. We were on a 
search for a director of the 
FBI. Mr. Kleindienst had 
been here and I asked him 
what he would recommend 
with regard to a director 
and I laid down certain 
qualifications. 

I said I wanted a man 
preferably with FBI experi- 
ence and preferably with 
prosecutor’s experience; 
And preferably, if possible, 
a Democrat, so that we 
would have no problem in 
confirmation. He said the 
man for the job is Byrne. He 
said he’s the best man. I 
said, are you ..v . would you 
recommend him? He said, 
yes. Under those circum- 
stances then, Mr. Ehrlich- 
man called Mr. Byrne. He, 
said under no circumstances 
will we talk to you, he, Ehrl- 
ichman, will talk to- you 
unless. . . if he felt that it 
would in any way compro- 
mise his handling of the 
Ellsberg case. Judge Bryne. 
made the decision that he 
would talk to Mr. Ehrlich- 
man, and he did talk to him 
privately, here. 

And on that occasion he 
talked to him privately, the 
case was not discussed at 
all. Only the question of 
whether or not at the con- 
clusion of the case Mr. 
Byrne would like to be con- 
sidered as director of the 
FBI. I understand, inciden- 
tally, that he told Mr Ehrl- 
ichman that he would be in- 
terested. 

Of course, the way that 
things broke, eventually we 
found another name, with 
somewhat the same qualifi- 
cations, ‘ although in this 
case not a judge, in this case 
a chief of police with former 
FBI experience. 

See TEXT, All, Col. 1 




TEXT, From A10 

Now, with regard to the 
Ellsberg break-in. Let me 
explain that in terms of 
that, I discussed that on the 
telephone with Mr. 'Henry 
Petersen on the 18th of 
April. It was on the 18th of 
April that I learned that the 
grand jury was going away 
from some of its Watergate 
investigations and moving 
into national security areas. 

I told Mr. Petersen at that 
time about my concern 
about security areas and 
particularly about the 
break-in as far as the Ells- 
berg case is concerned. And 
then he asked me a very 
critical question, which you 
as a nonlawyer will now 
understand. And lawyers 
will, too. 

He said, was any evidence 
developed out of this inves- 
tigation . . . out of this 
break-in? And I said, no. It 
was a dry hole. He said, 
good. 

Now, what he meant by 
that was that in view of the 
fact 1 that no evidence was 
developed as a result of the 
break-in, which is inciden- 
tally an illegal, unauthor- 
ized as far as I was con- 
cerned, and completely de- 
plorable, but since no evi- 
dence was developed, there 
was no requirement that it 
be presented to the jury 
that was hearing the case. 

That was why Mr. Peter- 
sen, a man of impeccable 
credentials in the law en- 
forcement field, did not at - 
that time, on the 18th, at a 
time when I told him 
about . . . what I’d known 
about the Ellsberg break-in, 
say let’s present it then to 
the grand jury. Because 
nothing had been accom- 
plished, nothing had been 
obtained that would taint i 
the case. 

It was approximately 10 
days later that Mr. Klein- 
dienst came in and said, that 
after a review of the situa- 
tion, in the prosecutor’s of- 
fice in Washington, in which 
Mr. Petersen had also par- 
ticipated, that they believed 
that it was best that we 
bend over backwards in this 
case and send this record of 
the Ellsberg break-in, even 
though there was no evi- 
dence obtained from it, that 
could have affected the jury 
one way or another, send it 
to the judge.. 

When they made their rec- . 



in giving you the answer. 
But I know you will be, sir. 
Vice President Agnew 

Q. Mr. President, what is 
the state of your confidence 
in your Vice President at 
this point in time? 

A. I’ve noticed some press 
speculation to the effect 
that I have not expressed 
confidence in the Vice Presi- 
dent. And therefore I wel- 
come this question, because 
I want to set the record 
straight. 

I had confidence in the in- 
tegrity of the Vice President 
when I selected him as Vice 
President, when very few 
knew him ... as you may 
recall, back in 1968, knew 
him nationally. My confi- 
dence in his integrity has 
not been shaken. In fact, it 
has been strengthened by 
his courageous conduct and 
his ability, even though he’s 
controversial at times, as I 
am over the past 4% years. 
And so I have confidence in 
the integrity of the Vice 
President and particularly 
in the performance of the 
duties that he has had as 
Vice President, and as a can- 
didate for Vice President. 

Now, obviously the ques- 
tion arises as to charges that 
have been made about activ- 
ities that occurred before he 
became Vice President. He 
would consider it improper, 

I would consider it im- 
proper, for me to comment 
on those charges and I shall 
not do so. 

But I will make a com- 
ment on another subject 
that I think needs to be 
commented upon. And that 
is the outrageous leak of in- 
formation from either the 
grand jury or the prosecu- 
tors or the Department of 
Justice or all three. And in- 
cidentally, I’m not going to 
put the responsibility on all 
three until I learn from the 
Attorney General, who at 
my request is making a full 
investigation of this at the 
present time. I’m not going 
to put the responsibility. 
But the leak of information 
with regard to charges that 
have been made against the 
Vice President and leaking 
them all in the press. Con- 
victing an individual, not - 
only trying them but convict- 
ing them in the headlines 
and on television, before 
he’s had a chance to present 
his case in court, is com- 
pletely contrary to the 



ommendation to me, I di- 
rected that it be done in- 
stantly. It was done. Inci- 
dentally, the prosecutor ar- 
gued this case just the way 
that I have argued it to you. 
And . . . whether or not it 
had an effect on the even- 
tual outcome, I do not know. 
At least as far as we know, 
Mr. Ellsberg went free, this 
being one of the factors. But 
that is the explanation of 
what happened, and obvi- 
ously you in your commen- 
tary tonight can attach any- 
thing you want to it and I 
hope you will be just as fair 
and objective as I try to be 




American tradition: Even a 
Vice President has a right to 
some, shall I say, considera- 
tion in this respect, let alone 
the ordinary individual. 

And I will say this, and 
the Attorney General I 
know has taken note of this 
fact. Any individual in the 
Justice Department or in 
the prosecutor’s office who 
is in the employ of the 
United States who has 
leaked information in this 
case to the press or to any- 
body else will be summarily 
dismissed from government 
service. That’s how strongly 
I feel about it. And I feel 
that way because I would 
make this ruling whether it 
was the Vice President or 
any individual. 

We have to remember 
that a hearing before a 
grand jury and that determi- 
nation in the American 
process is one that is sup- 
posed to be in confidence. 
It’s supposed to be in secret, 
because all kinds of charges 
are made which will not 
stand up in open court. And 
it’s only when the case gets 
to open court that the press 
and the TV have a right to 
cover it. Well, they have a 
right to cover it. But I mean 
have a right . . . it seems to 
me to give such broad cover- 
age to the charges. 

Consider Resignation 

Q. Mr. President, at any 
time during the Watergate 
crisis did you ever consider ' 
resigning? And would you 
consider resigning if you 
felt that your capacity to 
govern had been seriously 
weakened? And in that con- 
nection, how much do you 
think your capacity to gov- 
ern has been weakened? 

A. The answer to the first 
two questions is no. The an- 
swer to the third question is 
that it is true that as far as 
the capacity to govern is 
concerned that to be under 
a constant barrage 12 to 15 
minutes a night on each of 
the three major networks 
for four months tends to 
raise some questions in the 
people’s mind with regard to 
the President. And it may 
raise some questions with 
regard to the capacity to 
govern. 

But I also know this: I 
was elected to do a job. 
Watergate is an episode that 
I deeply deplore, and had I 
been running the campaign 
rather than trying to run 
the country, and particu- 



larly the foreign policy of 
this country this time, it 
would never ; have Happened. 

But it’s all water under 
the bridge. It’s gone now. 
The point that I make now 
is that we are proceeding as 
best we know how to get all 
those guilty brought ‘ .to jus- 
tice in Watergate. But now 
we must move on from 
Watergate to the business of 
the people. And the business 
of the people is continuing 
with initiatives we began in 
the first administration. 

We’ve had 30 minutes of 
this press conference. I have - 
yet to have, for example, 
one question on the business 
of the'people, which shows 
you how we’re consumed 
with it. I’m not criticizing 
the members of the press, 
because you naturally are 
very interested in this issue. 

But let me tell you, years 
from now people are going 
to perhaps be interested in 
what happened in terms of 
the efforts of the United 
States to build a structure 
of peace in the world. They 
are perhaps going to be in- 
terested in the efforts of 
this administration to have 
a kind of prosperity that we 
haven’t had sine 1955. That 
is prosperity without war 
and without inflation. Be- 
cause throughout the Ken- 
nedy years and throughout 
the Johnson years whatever 
prosperity we had was at 
the cost of either inflation 
or war or both. I don’t say 
that critically of them. I’m 
simply saying we’ve got to 
do better than that. 

Now, our goal is to move 
forward then. To move for- 
ward to build a structure of 
peace. And when you say, 
have I . - . do I consider 
resigning? The answer is no, 

I shall not resign. I have 3% 
years to go . . . or almost 
3% years, and I’m going to 
use every day of those 3% 
years trying to get the peo- 
ple of lie United States to 
recognize that whatever mis- 
takes we have made, that in 
the long run this administra- 
tion by making this world 
safer for their children, and 
this administration by mak- 
ing their lives better at 
home, for themselves and 
their children,, deserves high 
marks rather than the low 
marks. Now whether I suc- 
ceed or not we can judge 
then. 

Upholding Oath 

Q. Mr. President, as long as 



we’re on the subject of the 
American tradition, follow- 
ing up Mr. Rather’s ques- 
tion, what was authorized — 
even if the burglary of Dr. 
Fielding’s office wasn’t — 
what was authorized was a 
1970 plan which, by your 
own description, permitted 
illegal acts, illegal breaking 
and entering, mail surveil- 
lance and the like. Now, un- 
der the Constitution you 
swore an oath to execute the 
laws of the United States 
faithfully. If you were serv- 
ing in Congress, would you 



not be considering impeach- 
ment proceedings and dis- 
cussing impeachment possi- 
bility against an elected 
public official who had vio- 
lated his oath of office? 

A. I would if I had vio- 
lated the oath of office. I 
would also, however, refer 
you to the recent decision of 
the Supreme Court, or at 
least an opinion even last 
year which indicates inher- 
ent power in the_ presidency 
to protect the national secu- 
rity, in cases like this. 

I should also point to you 
that in the three Kennedy 
years and the three Johnson 
years through 1966, when 
burglarizing of this type did 
take place, when it was au- 
thorized on a very large 
scale, there was no talk of 
impeachment.. And it was 
quite well known. I should 
also point out that when you 
ladies and gentlemen indi- 
cate your great interest in 
wiretaps, and I understand 
that, that the height of the 
wiretaps was when Robert 
Kennedy was Attorney Gen- 
eral in 1963. I don’t criticize 
it, however. He had over 250 
in 1963, and of course the 
average in the Eisenhower 
administration and the 
Nixon administration is 
about 110. But if he’d had 10 
more and as a result of wire- 
taps had been able to dis- 
cover the Oswald plan, it 
would have been worth it. 
So we’ll go to another ques- 
tion. - 

Finest Public Servants 

Q. Mr. President, do you 
still consider Haldeman and 
Ehrlichman two of the fin- 
est public servants you have 
ever known? 

A. I certainly do. I look 
upon public servants as men 
who’ve got to be judged by 
their entire record, not by 
simply parts of it. Mr. Ehr- 
lichman and Mr. Haldeman 




for iYz years have served 
with great distinction, with 
great dedication, and like 
everybody in this deplorable 
Watergate business, at great 
personal sacrifice and with 
no personal gain. 

We admit the scandalous 
conduct. Thank God there’s , 
been no personal gain 
involved; that would be go- 
ing much too far, I suppose. 
13ut the point that I make 
with regard to Mr. Halde- 
man and Mr. Ehrlichman is 
that I think, too, that as all 
the facts come out, that — 
and when they have an op- 
portunity to have their case 
heard in court, and not sim- 
ply to be tried before a com- 
mittee and tried in the press 
and tried on television — 
they will be exonerated. 

‘Hush Money’ 

Q. Mr. President, could 
you tell us your recollection 
of what you told John Dean 
on March 21 on the subject 
of raising funds for the; ' 
.Watergate .defendants? 

- A. Certainly. Mr. Halde- 
man has testified to that, 
and his statement is accu- 
rate. Basically what Mr. 
Dean was concerned about 
on March 21 was not so 
mu<$h the raising the money 
for.'khe defendants, but the 
raising of money for the de- 
fendants for the purpose of 
keeping them still — in other 
words, so-called “hush 
money.” 

The one would be legal — 
in other words, raising a de- 
fense fund for any,' individ- 
ual, as you know, is per- 
fectly legal and is done all 
the time. But if you raise 
funds for the purpose of 
keeping an individual from 
talking, that’s obstruction of 
justice. Mr. Dean said also 
on March 21 that there was 
an attempt to, as he put it, 
to blackmail the .White 
House — to blackmail the 
White House by one of the 
defendants. Incidentally, 
that defendant has denied 
it, but at least this is what' 
Mr. Dean had claimed. And 
that unless certain amounts 
of money were paid — -I think 
it was $120,000 for attorneys’ 
fees and other support — that 
this particular defendant 
would make a statement, 
not with regard to Water- 
gate but with regard to 
some national security mat- 
+.m-c in -which Mr. Ehrlich- 



man had particular responsi- 
bility. 

My reaction, very briefly, 
was this: I said, “As you 
look at this,” I said, “isn’t it 
quite obvious, first, that if it 
is going to have any chance 
to succeed, that these indi- 
viduals aren’t going to sit 
there in jail for four years; 
they’re going to have clem- 
ency. Isn’t that correct?” He 
said, “Yes.” 

I said, “We can’t give 
clemency.” He agreed. 

Then I went to another 
point. 

I said, “The second point 
is that, isn’t it also quite ob- 
vious, as far as this is con- 
cerned, that while we' could 
raise the money” — and he 
indicated in answer to my 
question that it would prob- 
ably take a million dollars 
over four years to take care 
of this defendant and others 
on this kind of a basis— the 
problem was, how do you 
get the money to them? And 
also, how do you get around 
the problem of clemency, j 
because they’re not going to 
stay in jail simply because 
their families are -being 
taken care of. 

And so that was why I 
concluded, as Mr. Haldeman 



recalls, perhaps, and did tes- 
tify very effectively: One, 
when I said, “John, it’s 
wrong. It won’t work. We 
can’t give clemency, and 
we’ve got to get this story 
out, and therefore I direct 
you, and I direct Haldeman, 
and I direct Ehrlichman, 
and I direct Mitchell to get 
together tomorrow and then 
meet with me as to how we 
get this - story . out.” And 
that’s how the meeting on 
thq 22d took place. 
Coordinating Defense 
Q. Mr. President, earlier 
in the news conference you 
said that you gave Mr. 
Haldeman the right to listen 
to one tape because you 
wanted to be sure that “we 
are correct.” I think I’m 
quoting you correctly. Now 
you have indicated that you 
still feel that Mr. Haldeman 
and Mr. Ehrlichman are two 
of the finest public servants 
that you’ve ever known. You 
have met with their lawyer 
at least twice that we know 
of. Are you and Mr. Halde- 
man and Mr. Ehrlichman co- 
ordinating their and your 
defense; and if so, why? 

A. No. No. As far as my 
defense is concerned, I 
make it myself. As far as 
their defense is concerned, 
their lawyer has demon- 
strated very well before the 
committee that he can han- 
dle it very well without any 
assistance from me. 

Agnew Resignation 
Q. Mr. President, to follow 
up a question on the Agnew 
situation, you have said in 
the past that any govern- 
ment official who was in- 
dicted would be suspended 
and if anyone was convicted 
he would be dismissed. 




Should Vice President Ag- 
new be indicted, would you 
expect him to resign or 
somehow otherwise^ stand 
out temporarily until 
cleared? 

A. Mr. Theis, that’s a per- 
fectly natural question and 
one that any good newsman 
as you are would ask: But as 
you know it’s one that 
would be most inappropriate 
for me to comment upon. 
The Vice President has not 
been indicted. Charges have 
been thrown out by innu- 
endo and otherwise which 
he has denied to me person- 
ally, and which he has de- 
nied publicly. And the talk 
about indictment And the 
talk about resignation even 
now . . ; I’m not questioning 
your right to ask the ques- 
tion, understand. But for me 
to talk about it would be to- 
tally inappropriate and I 
make no comment in answer 
to that question. 

Executive Privilege 

Q. Mr. President, looking 
to the future on 'executive 
privilege. There are a cou- 
ple of questions that come 
to mind and ... 

A. I thought we got past 
that. ‘ ? 

Q. Well, we have . . . 
where is the check on au- 
thoritarianism' by the 
executive? The Presdent is 
to be the sole judge of what 
the executive branch makes 
available an d suppresses? 
And will you obey a Su- 
preme Court order . if you 
are ' asked and directed to 
produce the tapes or other 
documents? For the Senate 
committee or for the special 
prosecutor? Arid if this is 
not enough, is there any lim- 
itation upon the President 



short of impeachment to 
compel the production of ev- 
idence of a criminal nature? 



definitive order of the Su- 
preme Court is concerned, 
that statement starids. 



, A. Is there anything else? 

Q. No, I would think that 
that would be enough. 

A. No, I was not being 
facetious. But I realize it’s a 
complicated question. The 
answer to the first question 
is that the limitation on the 
President on almost all 
fields like this is of course 
the limitation of public opin- 
ion and of course congres- 
sional and other pressures 
that may arise. 

As far as executive privi- 
lege is concerned, in the 
Watergate matter and I 
must say the ITT file and so 
forth, this administration 
has, I think, gone further in 
terms of waiving executive 
privilege than any adminis- 
tration in my memory. Cer- 
tainly a lot further than Mr. 
Truman was willing to go 
when I was on the other 
side, as you recall, urging 
that he waive executive 
privilege. 

Now, with regard to what 
the Supreme Court will do, 
or say, the White House 
press secretary, assistant 
press secretary Mr. Warren, 
has responded to that al- 
ready. I won’t go beyond 
that, and particularly I 
won’t make any statement 
on that at this time while 
he matter is still being con- 
sidered by Judge Sirica, i 

I understand his decision 
will come down on Wednes- 
day and then we will make 
determinations. But as far 
as the statement that Mr. 
Warren has made with re- 
gard to the President’s posi- 
tion of complying with . a 



Exploit Watergate 
Q. Last week in your speech 
you referred to those who 
Would exploit Watergate to 
keep you from doing your 
job. Could you specifically 
detail who “those” are? 

. .A. I would suggest, where 
the shoe fits, people should 
\year it. Ah, I would think 
that some political figures, 
some members of the press 
perhaps, some members of 
the television perhaps, 
would exploit. I don’t im- 
pute, interestingly enough, 
motives, however, that are 
improper, because here’s 
what is involved. There are 
a great number of people in 
this country that would 
prefer that I do resign. 
There are a great number of 
people in this country that 
didn’t accept the mandate of 
1972. After all, I know that 
most of the members of the 
press corps were not enthu- 
siastic. And I understand 
that about either my elec- 
tion in ‘68 or ‘72. That’s not 
unusual. 

Frankly, if I had .always 
followed what the press pre- 
dicted or what the polls pre- 
dicted, I would have never 
been elected President. But 
what I am saying is this: 
People who did not accept 
the mandate of 1972, who do 
^hot want the strong America 
' that I want to build, who do 
not want the foreign policy 
leadership that I want to 
get, who do not want to cut 
down the size of this govern- 
ment bureaucracy that bur- 
dens us so greatly, and to 
give more of our govern- 
ment back to the people, 



people who do not want 
these things naturally would 
exploit any issue. If It 
weren’t Watergate, anything 
else, in order to keep the 
President from doing his 
job. 

And so I say, I impute no 
improper motives to them, I 
think they would prefer that 
I fail. On the other hand, 
I’m not going to fail. I’m 
here to do the job, and I’m 
going to do the best I can, 
and I’m sure the fair-minded 
members of this press corps, 
and that’s most of you, will 
report when I do well, and 
I’m sure you’ll report when 
I do badly. 

Q. Mr. President, you re- 
cently suggested today, that 
if the late Robert Kennedy 
had initiated 10 more wire- 
taps he would have been 
able to discover the Oswald 
plan, as you described it, 
■and thereby presumably 
prevent the assasination . of 
the President. 

A. Let me correct you, sir. 
I want to be sure that the , 
assumption is correct. I said 
if 10 more wiretaps could- 
have found the conspiracy, 
if it was a conspiracy, or the 
individual, then it would 
have been worth it. As far 
as I’m concerned, I’m no 
more of an expert on that 
assassination than 'anybody 
else. 

But my point is that wire- 
taps in the national security 
area were very high in the 
Kennedy administration, for 
very good reasons. Because 
there were many threats on 
the President’s life. Because, 
there were national security 
problems. And that is why 
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in that period 1961 to ’63, 
there were wiretaps on news 
organizations, on newspeo- 
ple, on civil rights, leaders, 
and on other people. 

And I think they were 
perfectly justified. And I am 
sure that President Ken- 
nedy and his brother Robert 
Kennedy would never have 
authorized them, as I would 
never authorize them, un- 
less' he thought they were in 
the national interest. • 

Threats to President 

Q. Do you think then, that 
threats to .assassinate , the 
President merit more' na- 
tional security wiretaps 

particularly? . ■ 

A. No, as far as I’m' con- 



cerned, I was only suggest- 
ing, that in terms of those 
times, of. those times, to 1 
have the Oswald thing hap- 
pen just seenjed so unbeliev- 
able. With his record, with 
his record, with everything 
that everybody had on him, 
that fellow could have been 
in the position where he 
was, in a position to shoot 
'£ the President of the United 
; States, seems to me to have 
been' a terrible breakdown 
in our "protective security 
areas. .. 1 ' 1 . 

I would like to say, how- 
ever, that as far as protec- 
. tion generally is concerned, 
I don’t like it. And my fam- 
ily doesn’t like it. Both of 
my daughters would, prefer 
to have no Secret Service. 

, I’ve discussed that with the 
Secret Service. They say 
they have too many threats 
and so they have to have it. 
My wife doesn’t want to 
have Secret Service. And I 
would prefer, and I. recom- 
mended this just thre£ days 
ago, to cut my detail by one- 
third, because I noticed 
there were criticisms of how 



much the Secret Service 
was spending. 

Let me say that we always ‘ 
are going to have threats' 
against the President, But I 
frankly think that one man ■ 
probably is as good against 
a threat as a hundred. And 
that’s my view. But my view 
doesn’t happen to be in the. 
majority there, and it' 
doesn’t . happen to. . agree 
with the Congress, so I will 
still have a great number of 
the Secret Service around 
me, more than I.. want, and 
more than my family wants. 

Staff Investigation - 

Q. Mr. President, during 
March and April you re- 
ceived on your staff, on. sev- 
eral occasions, information 
about criminal wrongdoing, 
and some indication that 
members of your staff might 
have been involved. The 
question sir, is, why didn’t 
you turn this information 
over immediately to the 
prose’cutors instead of hav- 
ing your own staff continue 
to make these investiga- 
tions? 



A. -W ell, for the. very ob vi- ; , 
ous reason -that in March, 
for example, the man that 
was in constant contact with 
the prosecutors was my 
counsel, Mr. Dean. Mr. Dean 
was talking to Mr. Petersen.’ 

I assumed that anything he 
was telling me he was tell- 
ing the prosecutors. 

And , in April, after Mr. 
Dean left; the investigation, 
Mr. Ehrlichman was in 
charge. I would assume, and 
incidentally, Mr; Ehrlich- _ 
man did talk to Mr. Klein-- 
dienst, that is why it was. 
done that way. ) 

The President doesn’t 
pick lip the phone- and call 
the Attorney "General every 
time something' comes up on 
a matter. He depends on his 
counsel, or whoever he’s 
given the job to, or has - 
giventhat assignment to, to 
do the job. And that is what 
I expected in this instance. 

Cambodia Bombing 

Q. Mr. President, in your 
Cambodian invasion speech 
of April, 1970, you reported 
to the American people that 
the United States had been 



strictly Observing :, the neu- 
trality of Cambodia. I’m 
wondering, in light of what 
we -now know, that . there 
were -15 months of bombing 
Cambodia previous to your 
statement, whether you owe 
an apology to the American 
people. s 

A. Certainly not. And cer- 
tainly not to the Cambodian 
people. Because, as . far as 
this area is concerned, the 
area of approximately 10 
miles which was bombed 
during this perjod, no Cam- 
bodians had been in it for 
years, it was totally occu- 
pied by the. North Vietnam- 
ese Communists. 

They were using this area 
for the . purpose of attacking 
and killing American Ma- 
rines and soldiers by the 
thousands. The ] bombing 
took place against those 
North Vietnamese forces in 
enemy-occupied territory. 
And as far as the American 
people are concerned, I 
think the American people 
are very thankful that the 
President ordered what was 
necessary to save the lives 



of their men and shorten- - 
this war, which he fourd-.' 
when he got here. And;', 
which he endci. 




